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Kit Fox Habitat Evaluation  

 Within kit fox range 

  and 

 Project parcel is >40 acres 

  or 

 <40 acres and applicant does not accept 

standard mitigation ratio  

   

Note: If “take,” then take authorization will specify 

mitigation. 

 







Kit Fox Habitat Evaluation Form 

• Location 

 

• Habitat On Site 

 

• Isolation 

 

• Mortality 

 

• Project Size 

 

• Project Impacts 

 

• Project Shape 

 

• Recent 

Observations 

 

 



 IMPORTANT!! 

STANDARD AVOIDANCE MEASURES 

NEED TO BE IMPLIMENTED 

REGARDLESS OF SCORE 





Is the project area within 10 miles of a 

recorded San Joaquin kit fox observation or 

within contiguous suitable habitat as defined 

in Question 2(A-E)? 

YES - Continue with evaluation form 

 

NO  - Evaluation form/surveys not 

necessary 

 



1. Importance of the project area 

relative to Recovery Plan for 

Upland Species of the San 

Joaquin Valley, California 

(Williams et al., 1998). 

 

 



Recovery Strategy 

 Pg. 135. Recovery Action a.xiii: 

  

 Protect and enhance corridors for movement 

of kit foxes through the Salinas-Pajaro Region 

and from the Salinas Valley to the Carrizo 

Plain and San Joaquin Valley. 

 



1. Importance of the project area relative to 

Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San 

Joaquin Valley, California (Williams et al., 

1998). 

 

 
A. Project would block or degrade an existing corridor 

linking core populations or a core population to a 

subpopulation (20) 

B. Project is within core population (15) 

C. Project area is identified within satellite population (12) 

D. Project area is within a corridor linking satellite         

populations (10) 

E. Project area is not within any of the previously 

described areas but is within known kit fox range (5) 



1. Importance of the project area relative to Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the 

San Joaquin Valley, California (Williams et al., 1998). 

A. Project would block or degrade an existing 

corridor linking core populations or a core 

population to a subpopulation (20) 

 

 Core Populations: Carrizo, western Kern County, and 

Panoche. 

 

 Satellite/Subpopulations: Salinas Valley (Camp Roberts, 

etc.) and Cuyama Valley. 

 

 Corridor Area: San Miguel, Paso, Whitley Gardens, 

Shandon, Cholame, Creston and Surrounding Areas. 

 



 San Joaquin  

Kit Fox Range 





Carrizo Plain 

 Camp 

Roberts 



1. Importance of the project area relative to 

Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San 

Joaquin Valley, California (Williams et al., 

1998). 

 

 
A. Project would block or degrade an existing corridor 

linking core populations or a core population to a 

subpopulation (20) 

B. Project is within core population (15) 

C. Project area is identified within satellite population (12) 

D. Project area is within a corridor linking satellite         

populations (10) 



1. Importance of the project area relative to Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the 

San Joaquin Valley, California (Williams et al., 1998). 

E.  Project area is not within any of the 

 previously described areas but is 

 within known kit fox range (5) 

 

 Known Kit Fox Range: (Atascadero, Templeton, 

& surrounding areas). 

 

 Drought conditions expand available kit fox 

habitat and population range. 











2. Habitat characteristics of project area. 

A. Annual grassland or saltbush scrub present >50 

% of site (15) 

B. Grassland or saltbush scrub present but 

comprises <50% of project area (10) 

C. Oak savannah present on >50 % of site (8) 

D. Fallow ag fields or grain/alfalfa crops (7) 

E. Orchards/vineyards (5) 

F. Intensively maintained row crops or suitable 

vegetation absent (0) 





















3.  Isolation of project area 

A. Project area surrounded by contiguous kit fox habitat as 

described in Question 2a-e (15) 

 

B. Project area adjacent to at least 40 acres of contiguous habitat or 

part of an existing corridor (10) 

 

C. Project area adjacent to <40 acres of habitat but linked by 

existing corridor (i.e.-river, canal, aqueduct) (7) 

 

D. Project area surrounded by ag but less than 200 yards from 

habitat (5) 

 

E. Project area completely isolated by row crops or development 

and is greater than 200 yards from potential habitat (0) 



A.  Project area surrounded by contiguous kit fox  

habitat as described in Question 2a-e. 

2. Habitat characteristics of project area. 

 

A. Annual grassland or saltbush scrub present >50 % of 

site (15) 

B. Grassland or saltbush scrub present but comprises 

<50% of project area (10) 

C. Oak savannah present on >50 % of site (8) 

D. Fallow ag fields or grain/alfalfa crops (7) 

E. Orchards/vineyards (5) 











4. Potential for increased mortality as a result of 

project  implementation.  Mortality may come from 

direct (e.g. - construction related) or indirect (e.g. - vehicle 

strikes due to increases in post development traffic) sources. 

A. Increased mortality likely (10) 

 

B. Unknown mortality effects (5) 

 

C. No long term effect on mortality (0) 

 

Note: Direct “take” would require CESA permitting. 







5. Amount of potential kit fox habitat affected 

A. > 320 acres (10) 

 

B. 160 - 319 acres (7) 

 

C. 80 - 159 acres (5) 

 

D. 40 - 79 acres (3) 

 

E. 1 - 40 acres (1) 

 

F. < 1 acre (0) 



6. Results of project implementation 

A. Project site will be permanently converted and will no 

longer support foxes (10) 

 

B. Project area will be temporarily impacted but will require 

periodic disturbance for ongoing maintenance (7) 

 

C. Project area will be temporarily impacted and no 

maintenance necessary (5) 

 

D. Project will result in changes to agricultural crops (2) 

 

E. No habitat impacts (0) 











7. Project Shape 

A. Single block (10) 

 

B. Linear with >40 foot right-of-way (5) 

 

C. Linear with <40 foot right-of-way (3) 



8. Have San Joaquin kit foxes been observed   

within 3 miles of the project area within the last 10 

years? 

 

A. Yes (10) 

 

B. No (0) 



Kit Fox Observations – SLO County 



Recent SJKF Observations 

 2014 scat collections verified at 

Smithsonian Lab: 

 Whitley Gardens 

 McMillan Canyon 

 2014 road kill on Hwy 166 Cuyama Valley 

 2013 Shell Creek Road Hwy 58 



= Recent Notable Kit  

Fox Observations  

 Whitley Gardens 

Western Cuyama Valley 

McMillan Canyon 

Shell Creek Road 

1:1 

2:1 
3:1 

4:1 



SCORING 

 

 1. Recovery importance   __________ 

2. Habitat condition              __________ 

3. Isolation     __________ 

4. Mortality     __________ 

5. Quantity of habitat impacted  __________  

6. Project results    __________ 

7. Project shape    __________ 

8. Recent observations   __________ 

 

TOTAL     __________ 

 

        50s = 1:1, 60s = 2:1, 70s = 3:1, 80s = 4:1 



Thank You!  

 

Comments !!! Questions ??? 

Concerns #?! 

Brandon Sanderson 

805-594-6141 

brandon.sanderson@wildlife.ca.gov 
 

mailto:brandon.sanderson@wildlife.ca.gov

